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MATTER QF: Prosearch ,
DIGEST:

1. Where protester by letter and telephone
calle to agency before proposal due date
adequateiy conveyed without use of the
word "protest®™ i1ts dissatisfaction with
evaluation scheme set out in solicitation
and asked for corrective action; protest
submitted to GAO within 10 working days of
agency's recceipt of initial proposals
without having taken corrective action is
timely under GAO Bid Protest Procedures,

2, Protest contending solicitation inadeguately
described evaluation weight to be given to
cost in vrelation to technical nerit is denied
where reqguest for propnsals indicates that
technical considerations would be of pavra-
mount importance; a precise nunerical rela-
tionship need not be disclosed,

Prosearch protests any award under "equest for pro-
posals (KIP) llo., 82-011 issued by the Department of
Education and calling for proposals to operate a national
clearinghouse for the dissemination of information to the
handicapped community. Prosearch contends the solicitation
is defective because it does not adequately describe the
relative value to be given to cost and technical factors
in the evaluation, We deny the protest.

The RFP stetes that award will be made to the offeror
whouse proposal repruesents the conbination of technical
merit and cost most favoratbtle to the Government but that
technical considerations will be of vavamount importance.
It specifically aassigns percentuge wi-ights totaling 100
to four different technical factors but dons not assign
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any specific weight to cost, The agency contenids the assign-
ment of numerical weight to cost factors would be inappro-
priate - 'nce the solicitation contemplates a cost reimburse:
ment co - ~act and to do so may deter offerors frqm revealing
all pro'.:ble costs in an effort to obtain a rore favorable
cost sc..re,

The agency first questions the tineliness of this protest
since it wvas not veceived by our Office until F<hruary 4, 1982,
after the closing date for receipt of initial proposals (Janu-
ary 29). However, the record indicates Proscarvci., by letter
of Sapuary 25 and by several telephone calls bef: ‘2 the clos-
ing date, expressed its concuern to the agency vejarding its
inability to determine the velationship of cost *o technicul
factore and requested an ecxtension of the proposal due date
for time to submit its proposal after it received clarvifica-
tion, While the agency ohviously did not vegavd the letter
or the telephone calls as veflecting an intent to protest, we
beliceve they should be so regarded,

While it would have been preferable {or Prosearch to
have used the word "protecst", its failure to do so is not
decislvn. Pitney Bewes, Inc,, B 200016 DeLuihel 30. 1980,
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explesq1on of di,sathtaction and a quUth fOl corlnctive
action. npplind _Devices Cor;utﬁtlnn. R~-203241, Scutenbey 9,
19£1, €1-2 CPD 207, In our vicw, vroscarch's Januavy 25
letter, vwhich included a list of citations to our decisions,
adequately conveyad its dissatisfaction and its belief that
the solicitation should be clarified with vrespect to the
evaluation wveiahts to be given to cost and technical con-
slderations. Thercfore, Prosecare 's protest to our Office
within 10 woriing days of reccin of proposals without the

changes requersc>l sas tinely cwr ey Bid Protest Proced-
ures, 4 C.F.it. v 21, 2(a) an- J1.200Y(2) (19R2),

With respect to the meri* 21 Proscarch's protest, the
general princinte is that - cors are entitled to kpow
vhethor a4 proae st "0 0 0 5 b adquire a product or
Y vl MARNIL RN et e st L rust s secoundary to
technical reriv, e w0 0 40 % v are equally inportant,
See Iroyunis Fo.aoarch HL.LvLﬁ 5> Corp. Coen, 787 (1976),
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T6-17CPn 123, ie ageney s inwent in this rvegard must be
reflected in thre cvaluation ¢ aere ret out in the solici-
tation, pavid A, Clave, k-7 977, April 26, 1981, 81-1
CPh 1326,
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Here, the eolicitation clearly indicates that technical
consid. -ations will be of paramount importance, and that costs
wili t f secondary importance, We think this fairly con-
veys t: >Offerors that their proposals should he'structured
to qiv . ~wphasie to technical merit and we thercfore cannnt
agree ..ich Proseavch's alleqgation that the RFP does pot pro-
vide &nv statement describing the relationship hetween cost
and technical factors for purposes of evaluation, While a
precise numerical relationship between cost and technical
considerations is not disclosed for this RFP, an RFP need
not assign and disclose the numevrical veights of cach eval-
vation factor, Dvnalectron Corporation, B-198671), August 11,
1981, 81-2 CPD 115, All that i1s required is & rcasonable
tudication of relative importance; this RUP provides that,
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Conptroller al
of the United States

The protest {s denied,






